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The purpose of this study was to investigate group identification and group cohesion as 
moderators of the relationship between observed incivility and job outcomes. Participants 
included 36 men and 54 women from a property management company who completed 
scales assessing observed incivility in their workgroup, feelings of workgroup cohesion 
and identification, and job related outcomes (e.g., job satisfaction, burnout, turnover 
intentions, and affective organizational commitment). Results showed that observing 
incivility at work was directly related to turnover intentions for employees. Results also 
showed that employees who perceived their workgroup as highly cohesive reported being 
less committed to the organization. Additionally, results showed that employees who 
were low on group identification and perceived their workgroup as cohesive reported the 
lowest levels of job satisfaction. These results held even after controlling for personally 
experienced incivility and negative affectivity. The present study is an important 
expansion to existing incivility research and suggests that incivility is an important 
organizational issue. 
Observed Incivility at Work and Job Outcomes: The Moderating Role of Workgroup 
Characteristics 
Employees encounter many behaviors from other employees during their work 
day, many of them negative. For example, 71% of a sample of public sector employees 
reported some experience of workplace incivility in the last five years (Cortina, Magley, 
Williams, & Langhout, 2001), and 20% of a different sample claimed to be targets of 
incivility at work every week (Pearson & Porath, 2004). Workplace incivility has been 
defined as deviant workplace behavior, including but not limited to rude and discourteous 
actions that can be passive and indirect and that violate workplace norms of respect 
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et al., 2001). Examples of uncivil behavior include 
giving hostile looks and stares, interrupting others, addressing others in an inappropriate 
way, and making jokes at another's expense. Andersson and Pearson (1999) reported that 
90% of American respondents think that incivility is a serious problem in general. 
The prevalence of and concern about incivility in organizations make it an 
important area of study for those concerned with employee well-being. Indeed, research 
shows that the consequences of these negative workplace experiences for employees who 
have personally been targeted include lower organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction, and even a loss of productivity (Pearson & Porath, 2004). Further, research 
shows that simply observing others being treated in an uncivil way can negatively affect 
job outcomes for employees (Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004). Much work remains to be 
done on this topic, however. For example, little is known about how observed incivility 
in one's workgroup can affect these outcomes. Previous research has made a more global 
assessment of incivility at work. In addition, little research has examined moderators of 
the relationship between observed incivility and outcomes. The present research 
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addresses these gaps in the literature and examines the effects of observed incivility 
among workgroups on job outcomes and how group identification and group cohesion 
affect this relationship. 
What is Workplace Incivility? 
The core of incivility concerns a violation of workplace norms of mutual respect, 
which Andersson and Pearson (1999) argued inevitably exist in every organization. 
Pearson, Andersson, and Wegner (2001) speculated that incivility contains four 
dimensions. The first dimension is low-intensity incivility, which they define as a general 
lack of courtesy, such as not reciprocating a hallway greeting. The second dimension of 
incivility is called ambiguous intent. Behaviors of ambiguous intent have uncertain 
reasons for their actions such as when workgroup members use nicknames that seem 
offensive to anyone who is not in the group. Violation of norms of respect is the third 
dimension and includes such behaviors as not responding in the "normal" or expected 
way to stressors or other people. For example, a violation of norms of respect could be 
opening a meeting without all employees present when the norm is to wait until all 
employees are present before begining. Rude/discourteous behavior is the last dimension 
proposed by Pearson, Andersson, and Wegner (2001). Behaviors included in this 
dimension include gossiping, acting unprofessional, and being disrespectful to other 
people and organizational common areas. 
Incivility differs markedly from other similar constructs in the literature (Pearson 
& Porath, 2004). For example, much research has been conducted on direct forms of 
workplace aggression that are motivated by the intent to harm (Andersson & Pearson, 
1999). Incivility, in contrast, is different from these deviant workplace behaviors in that 
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the motive behind the behaviors is ambiguous (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). For 
example, employee deviance, sometimes mistaken for incivility, is actually defined as 
employee behaviors aimed against individuals and/or the organization. Employee 
deviance also includes more serious forms of deviant behavior such as aggression and 
violence. Incivility, in contrast, is defined by minor incidences of interpersonal deviance. 
Another form of workplace deviance also mistaken for incivility is interactional injustice. 
Interactional justice is the fairness of interactions with decision makers in the 
organization while interactional injustice is most associated with unreasonable treatment 
while enacting organizational policies and procedures. In contrast, incivility can occur 
between any members of the organization and is not specifically associated with 
organizational policies and procedures (Pearson & Porath, 2004). 
The exact cause of uncivil acts is really unknown, but several theories exist. An 
informal organization climate and general casualness may facilitate incivility (Andersson 
& Pearson, 1999; Pearson & Porath, 2004). Intense pressures to succeed and a corporate 
focus of individual short-term contributions may also send the message that incivility is 
not only allowed but also acceptable in the organization. For example, employees who 
are aware that the company is concerned with only their individual contribution may 
ignore and inhibit the work of others in order to move ahead in the organization. 
Andersson and Pearson (1999) suggested that self-indulgence at work may also lead to 
incivility. For example, when employees give way to their own desires and goals, they 
may discount others in the organization. In addition, while some uncivil acts are 
performed with intent to harm, individuals can also behave uncivilly by oversight and 
ignorance. Thus, some individuals may be completely unaware that they are behaving 
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uncivilly. Finally, it has also been suggested that organizations that do not keep uncivil 
acts in check may foster an uncivil environment (Pearson, Andersson, & Wegner, 2001). 
Who are the instigators and targets of incivility? Research shows that instigators 
tend to be six years older than their targets, average 41 years of age, have two years of 
tenure over their targets, and hold higher organizational positions than their targets 
(Pearson & Porath, 2004). Cortina et al. (2001) found that 42% of instigators were men, 
49% of instigators were women, and 9% were men and women acting together. 
Andersson and Pearson (1999) argued that instigators may have a sensitive temperament 
or may be impulsive, traits that could lead to uncivil actions. Thus, those who cannot self-
regulate may be more likely to instigate incivility because they tend to react aggressively 
or discourteously (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Targets of incivility average 35 years of 
age. Interestingly, less than 50% of the employees in one sample believed that instigators 
would be reprimanded (Pearson & Andersson, 1999). There is some disagreement over 
the gender of targets of incivility. For example, Cortina et al. (2001) found that women 
are more likely to be targets of workplace deviance, such as uncivil behaviors, but 
Pearson and Porath (2004) stated that men are just as likely to receive incivility as 
women. 
Andersson and Pearson (1999) theorized a spiraling effect initiated by acts of 
incivility. This spiral begins by the breaking of workplace norms of respect. When an 
employee acts uncivilly, the uncivil behavior creates a perception of unfairness 
concerning interpersonal treatment for the target or observer which may then generate a 
desire to reciprocate the perceived uncivil act (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). Andersson 
and Pearson (1999) speculated that incivility can be just the beginning of a larger, more 
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aggressive pattern among employees, in that small acts of incivility can eventually lead to 
more serious aggressive and violent behavior. Pearson et al. (2000) further discussed a 
circular pattern that can happen between the instigator and target. The events occur in a 
pattern that usually does not escalate to more serious forms of aggression, but perpetuates 
an even exchange of incivility between individuals. As mentioned earlier, if an employee 
perceives himself/herself to be treated uncivilly, he/she may then react similarly, which 
then may elicit an uncivil act from the original employee. Although the acts themselves 
may not escalate, Pearson et al. (2000) mentioned that through these interactions 
workplace norms deteriorate and may negatively affect the organization as a whole. 
Consequences of Workplace Incivility for Employees 
Past research has linked incivility to a number of negative consequences including 
declines in physical and psychological well being, job satisfaction, organizational 
commitment, and increased job withdrawal and job burnout for employees targeted with 
uncivil behavior. In addition, Cortina et al. (2001) found that as incivility rises, it 
significantly and negatively predicts five components of job satisfaction. These 
components include work, coworkers, supervisors, pay and benefits, and promotional 
opportunities. They also found that both men and women became more distressed as 
incivility increased (Cortina et al., 2001). Similarly, Johnson and Indvik (2001) reported 
that 12% of targets quit their jobs to avoid the instigator, 56% of targets lose work and 
time worrying about the behaviors, and 22% of targets deliberately decrease their work 
effort. 
Theoretical and empirical research suggests that workplace incivility can also 
negatively affect non-targets or observers. For example, Pearson et al. (2001) argued that 
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the ambiguous intent of uncivil actions can be perceived by the instigator, target, external 
parties, or any combination of these participants. Pearson and Porath (2004) call these 
external individuals second-order and third-order stakeholders. Second-order 
stakeholders are employees who are not part of the incident, but are affected by the 
incident. Third-order stakeholders are those outside of the organization that could be 
affected by an act of incivility (e.g., family member). It has also been hypothesized that 
employees who experience workplace aggression through others may experience 
emotional consequences via their vicarious exposure to the incident (Barling, 1996). In 
line with this idea, Glomb et al. (1997) found increases in job dissatisfaction, 
psychological distress, health impairment, and organizational withdrawal for employees 
who have indirect exposure to sexual harassment (Glomb et al., 2004). Although this 
study did not address incivility per se, it suggests that employees can be negatively 
affected by observing the mistreatment of others. 
Only one study to date has examined the effects of observing incivility at work. 
Miner-Rubino and Cortina (2004) focused on the negative consequences that observing 
uncivil acts can have on a witness. They found that the more employees observed rude, 
uncivil behavior (directed toward women specifically) the lower their health-related 
satisfaction (Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004). Interestingly, Miner-Rubino and Cortina's 
(2004) findings show that even those who have no way of becoming a target of uncivil 
behaviors can still be harmed. Pearson and Porath (2004) theorized that witnesses to 
uncivil behaviors may react in myriad other ways as well: they may listen or watch the 
event to see how it will end, they may come to the target's rescue after the event is over, 
or they may mimic that behavior at a later time (Pearson & Porath, 2004). The findings 
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from the limited research pertaining to observed incivility suggest that witnessing 
incivility among other employees may negatively affect job outcomes (Miner-Rubino & 
Cortina, 2004; Pearson & Porath, 2004). 
Gaps in Workplace Incivility Literature 
Due to its newness, the research on incivility requires more clarification and a 
closer look at the ramifications of incivility for employees. For example, workgroups 
have yet to be examined in the realm of incivility. Workgroups are a unique construct that 
provide a professional and perhaps personally close environment for workers. The 
stronger connection and more intimate exchanges that are possible between group 
members could affect reactions to observed incivility. In this project, participants are 
asked about incivility observed in their clearly delineated workgroup. Moreover, little is 
known about the consequences of observing incivility targeted at employees more 
generally. The only study that has examined the effects of observing incivility at work 
focused on uncivil behaviors targeted at women (Miner-Rubino & Cortina, 2004). This 
project examines the effects of observing uncivil behavior directed toward both men and 
women in the workplace. 
Little is also known about the circumstances under which observed incivility will 
be most detrimental. Workgroup identification may be one important factor in how 
incivility among workgroup members affects job outcomes. Workgroup identification is 
defined as a cognitive connection between an individual and his/her workgroup; it is the 
individual's perception of oneness with the workgroup. Viewing the group's successes 
and failures as one's own is a specific example of group identification (Riordan & 
Weatherly, 1999). Workgroup identification research has shown that the degree of 
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identification an individual has with his or her workgroup predicts the individual's 
attitudes and behavior toward the workgroup (Riordan & Weatherly, 1999). Furthermore, 
research has shown that high identifiers generally behave within the group norms 
(Barreto & Ellemers, 2002). Perhaps those who are more cognitively connected with their 
workgroup have stronger reactions to observing incivility in the group than those group 
members who do not have that connection with their workgroup. Conceivably, a 
workgroup member who is more connected with his or her group may be more adversely 
affected by another group member who challenges the cognitive connection by disrupting 
the connective flow (e.g., inflicting uncivil acts upon others in the same group). Thus, 
high group identifiers who observe acts of incivility among their own group may be 
particularly negatively affected. 
Group cohesion may be another important factor in how incivility affects 
outcomes for group members. Riordan and Weatherly (1999) defined group cohesion as 
the degree to which an individual believes his or her group works together and is 
committed to common goals and tasks of the workgroup. It is conceivable that group 
members who believe that their group is cohesive will be more affected by observing 
incivility than those members who do not believe that their group is cohesive. Because 
individuals perceive their group to work together towards common goals, observing other 
members in the group acting uncivilly may negatively affect their well-being. Similar to 
the connection group members feel within the construct of group identification, those 
who feel affectively connected to members in their group may find that uncivil acts 
towards another in that group are also affecting them. This affective interference may 
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lead to lower job outcomes. Group members, then, who have high group cohesion may be 
especially likely to report lower job outcomes after observing acts of incivility. 
The Present Study 
The present research addresses some of the gaps in the workplace incivility 
literature. In this project, I examined how observed acts of incivility in one's workgroup 
affect job outcomes. I also examined the influence of group identification and group 
cohesion on these processes. 
Based on previous theoretical and empirical research, I hypothesized that 
employees who observe incivility directed toward coworkers will report lower levels of 
occupational well-being and that these effects will be exacerbated for employees with 
strong workgroup identification and workgroup cohesion. I also predicted that these 
effects would hold after controlling for personal experiences of incivility and negative 
affectivity. Specific predictions are below: 
Hypothesis 1. The more employees observe incivility the lower their occupational 
well-being. 
Hypothesis 2. Group identification will moderate the relationship between 
observed incivility and occupational well-being such that employees with high 
levels of group identification will report the lowest levels of occupational well-
being. 
Hypothesis 3. Group cohesion will moderate the relationship between observed 
incivility and occupational well-being such that employees who report high levels 
of group cohesion will report the lowest levels of occupational well-being. 
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Hypothesis 4. Employees who report high levels on both group identification and 
group cohesion will have the worst outcomes when observing incivility compared 
to other employees. 
Method 
Participants and Procedure 
Participants for this research were employees of a property management 
company. The organization owns and operates 35 separate apartment complexes in the 
Southeast, each staffed with its own manager, assistant manager, leasing agent(s), and 
maintenance workers. After sending 203 surveys, 90 were returned, for a return rate of 
44.8%. The gender breakdown of the sample was 39.3%) male (n = 36) and 59.6% female 
(n = 54). Participants' average age was 39 (SD = 11.8) and their average tenure at the 
company was three years (SD = 3.4). Most of the workgroups had about the same number 
of men and women in the group. Seventy-nine percent of the sample reported a White, 
European, or European American background, 10% of the sample reported an ethnic 
background of Black, African, or African American, 9% of the sample reported a 
Hispanic or Hispanic American background. The most common educational background 
of the participants was a high school diploma or GED (34.8%). Other education level 
percentages include 6.7% with less than a high school diploma, 16.9% with technical or 
vocational training, 28.1% with some college, 11.2% of the participants were college 
graduates, and 2.2% of the sample had acquired graduate or professional degrees. 
Each individual was mailed a packet from the researcher (master envelope). This 
packet included a survey and a name card, each with a separate stamped envelope for 
return. The name card provided to each participant was used for an optional entrance in a 
lottery-type drawing. If a participant wished to fill out the name card, he/she returned it in 
a stamped envelope to enter a drawing for a $50 dollar gift certificate to Target. The first 
page of the survey informed the participant about the nature of the research as well as 
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how the information provided would be kept anonymous. The participant was also 
informed that the return of the survey is their consent to use their information for research 
(See Appendix A). 
Anonymity was maintained through the data collection process. I separated the 
workgroups by the total number of individuals in the workgroup. Each group received its 
own unique stamp on the return envelope. Next, I addressed a master envelope to each 
participant in the workgroup. When the surveys were returned they were identified only 
by the unique group stamp on the return envelope. 
Measures 
Observed Incivility. Observed incivility was measured using a revised gender-
neutral version of the scale that was used in the Miner-Rubino and Cortina (2004) study. 
Participants were asked to rate how many times they have observed uncivil behaviors 
directed at others in their workgroup. For example, participants were asked how often 
they have observed another member in their workgroup "put down or be condescending 
to another person in your group" or "interrupt or speak over another person in your 
group" using a 0 (never), 1 (once or twice), and 2+ (more than twice) response scale. The 
internal reliability for the observed incivility scale for my sample was very good (a = 
.91). 
Job Satisfaction. Job satisfaction was measured with items taken from the 
Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & 
Klesh, 1979, as described in Seashore, Lawler, Mirvis, & Cammann, 1982). Participants 
were asked to indicate on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) the 
extent to which each statement characterized their work. Items in this scale include "In 
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general, I like working here" and "All in all, I am satisfied with my job." Internal 
reliability for the scale was good (a = .84). Development and validation information for 
the Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire is available in Cammann et al. 
(1979) and Seashore et al. (1982). 
Organizational Commitment. Organizational commitment was measured using an 
abbreviated version of Allen and Meyer's (1990) affective organizational commitment 
measure. This scale measured the participant's level of affective commitment (i.e., the 
emotional bond of an employee to the organization and the enjoyment of membership in 
the organization) to his or her organization using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 
(strongly agree). Items included "[The organization] has a great deal of personal 
meaning to me" and "I do not feel a strong sense of belonging to [the organization]" 
(reverse coded). The scale's internal reliability for my study was adequate (a = .74). 
Development information is available in Allen and Meyer (1990). 
Job Withdrawal. Job withdrawal was measured with one item from Porter, 
Crampton, and Smith's (1976) scale. Participants were asked to indicate how often they 
think about quitting their job on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Job Burnout. Job burnout was measured using the Oldenburg Burnout Inventory 
(Demerouti, Nachreiner, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2001). The two dimensions of job burnout 
are exhaustion (physical, cognitive, and affective) and disengagement from work. 
Participants were asked to indicate the extent to which they agree or disagree with a 
number of items about their job on a scale of 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). 
Items included, "I can stand the pressure of my work well" (reverse-coded) and 
"Sometimes I feel really disgusted with my work." For my study, the burnout scale's 
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internal reliability was good (a = .81). Development and validation information is 
available in Demerouti et al. (2001). 
Group Identification. Group identification was assessed using Riordan and 
Weatherly's (1999) measure. Participants were asked to rate their cognitive connection 
and identification with their group using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 
agree). Examples of items from this scale are, "It is important to me that my workgroup is 
successful," "It is important to me that others think highly of my workgroup," and "It is 
important to me that others do not criticize my workgroup." The internal reliability for 
the group identification scale for my sample was adequate (a = .77). Development 
information is available in Riordan and Weatherly (1999). 
Group Cohesiveness. Group cohesiveness was also assessed using Riordan and 
Weatherly's (1999) measure. Participants were asked to rate how much they believe the 
members of their workgroup are connected, committed, and willing to work together 
using a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Items from this scale 
included, "In my workgroup, group members stand up for one another," "In my 
workgroup, group members regard each other as friends," and "In my workgroup, group 
members are very cooperative with one another." For my sample, the group cohesion 
scale's internal reliability was excellent (a = .96). Development and validation 
information is available in Riordan and Weatherly (1999). 
Personal Incivility. Personal incivility was included in all analyses as a control 
variable. It was important to control for personally experienced incivility to ensure that 
the effects on the outcome variables are due to observed incivility of group members and 
not personally experienced incivility. Personal incivility was measured using the 
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Workplace Incivility Scale (WIS) (Cortina et al. 2001). The WIS instructed participants 
to indicate whether they have personally experienced uncivil acts at work. For example, 
participants are asked if anyone has "given you hostile looks, stares, and sneers" or 
"made jokes at your expense." The scale is based on experienced incivility in the past 
year using the scale of 0 (never), 1 (once or twice), and 2+ (more than twice). For my 
sample, the personal incivility scale's internal reliability was very good (a = .89). 
Development information for this measure is available in Cortina et al. (2001). 
Negative Affectivity. Negative affectivity was also included as a control variable. 
Research shows that participants with a negative affective disposition may bias individual 
responses to items on a survey by answering questions with a pessimistic slant (Judge & 
Hulin, 1993; Levin & Stokes, 1989). Negative affectivity was measured using two items 
from the Life Orientation Test (Scheier & Carver, 1985). Participants were asked the 
extent to which they agree or disagree with two statements on a scale of 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These items are "I always look on the bright side of 
things," (reverse-coded) and "I'm always optimistic about my future," (reverse-coded). 
The negative affectivity scale's internal reliability for my sample was adequate (a = .69). 
Development of this measure is available in Scheier and Carver (1985). 
Results 
Table 1 shows the means, standard deviations, correlations, and scale reliabilities 
of the predictor, moderator, control, and criterion variables. To test the hypotheses, I 
performed a series of multiple regression analyses regressing job satisfaction, job 
burnout, affective organizational commitment, and intentions to quit on observed 
incivility. For each analysis, personally experienced incivility and negative affectivity 
were included as controls. I entered the variables simultaneously in a single step. To 
reduce multi-collinearity, I centered the continuous predictors before computing 
interaction terms (Aiken & West, 1991). The findings of the regression analyses are 
reported below. 
Table 2 displays the results of the multiple regression analyses examining 
observed incivility on job outcomes (job satisfaction, job burnout, organizational 
commitment, and intentions to quit). Hypothesis 1 states that the more employees observe 
incivility, the lower their occupational well-being. In support of Hypothesis 1, the results 
showed a main effect for observed incivility on intentions to quit after controlling for 
personal incivility and negative affectivity (standardized P = .29, p < .05). This main 
effect shows that the more employees observed incivility, the more they considered 
leaving the organization. There were no significant main effects for observed incivility on 
job satisfaction, job burnout, or organizational commitment, partially disconfirming 
Hypothesis 1 (see Table 2). 
Hypothesis 2 states that group identification will moderate the relationship 
between observed incivility and occupational well-being such that employees with high 
levels of group identification will report the lowest levels of occupational well being. 
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Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliability Estimates of the Predictor, Moderator, Control and Criterion 
Variables 
Variable Mean S D Observed Group Group Personal Negative Job ^ Job Intentions 
Incivility Ident Cohesion Incivility Affectivity Satisfaction ' Burnout to Quit 
1. Observed 
Incivility 
4. Personal 
Incivility 
5. Negative 
Affectivity 
.32 .48 (.91) 
t- 6.16 .72 -.19 (.78) Identification 
3. Group Cohesion 5.66 1.30 -.46** .45** (.96) 
.28 .44 .63** -.30** -.65** (.89) 
2.51 1.20 .03 .03 .09 -.04 (.69) 
6. Job Satisfaction 6.1 1 .98 -.30** .43** .53** -.61** .08 (.84) 
7. Organizational 5 23 1 26 -30** .30** 32** -41** 72 68** (74) 
Commitment 
8. Job Burnout 2.93 .96 .22* -.20 -.30** .42** .18 -.55** -.57** (.81) 
9. Turnover 2.14 1.43 .32** .00 -.19 .24* .08 -.41** -.31** .45** NA 
Note: * p < .05, ** p < .01. Scale reliabilities (alphas) are along the diagonal. 
Table 2. Results of Multiple Regression Analysis Examining Group Identification and Group Cohesion as Moderators of Observed 
Incivility and Job Outcomes 
Job Job Organizational Intentions to Quit 
Satisfaction Burnout Commitment 
v ai lauic 
B SEB £ B SEB £ B SEB £ B SEB £ 
Personal Incivility -1.13 .28 -.50 .91 .33 .41** -.77 .41 -.26 .31 .53 .09 
Negative Affectivity .03 .09 .03 .17 .10 .17 .03 .13 .02 .09 .16 .06 
Observed Incivility .25 .22 .12 -.02 .26 -.01 -.52 .32 -.20 .84 .42 .29* 
Group Identification .12 .15 .09 -.09 .18 -.07 .22 .22 .13 .18 .29 .09 
Group Cohesion .10 .09 .13 -.12 .11 -.16 .13 .14 .14 -.15 .18 -.14 
Observed Incivility X Group 
Cohesion -.03 .11 -.03 .22 .13 .24 -.46 .16 -.38** .17 .20 .13 
Observed Incivility X Group 
Identification -.09 .31 -.04 -.12 .37 -.06 .36 .46 .13 .02 .59 -.01 
Observed Incivility X Group 
Identification X Group Cohesion -.17 .09 -.29* -.04 .10 -.69 -.10 .13 -.14 -.04 .17 -.05 
Note < .05, < .01 
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Going against this hypothesis, there were no significant interactions between observed 
incivility and group identification on job satisfaction, affective organizational 
commitment, burnout, or intentions to quit (see Table 2). 
Hypothesis 3 states that group cohesion will moderate the relationship between 
observed incivility and occupational well-being such that employees who report high 
levels of group cohesion will report the lowest levels of occupational well-being when 
they have observed incivility. In support of Hypothesis 3, there was a significant 
interaction between observed incivility and group cohesion on organizational 
commitment after controlling for personal incivility and negative affectivity 
(standardized P = -.38, p < .01). This interaction appears in Figure 1. For this and all 
other figures in this thesis, I performed a median split on the predictor variables (i.e., 
observed incivility, group identification, and group cohesion) to aid in the display of the 
findings. Figure 1 illustrates that although employees both high and low on group 
cohesion reported lower organizational commitment when they observed incivility, this 
relationship was especially pronounced for employees high on group cohesion. In other 
words, employees with higher emotional connection to their workgroup reported less 
commitment to the organization after observing acts of incivility compared to those who 
did not report high levels of emotional connection to their workgroup. Thus, employees 
who feel a high emotional connection to their group are particularly negatively affected 
when they have witnessed rude, condescending behavior directed toward a coworker. 
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Figure 1: Observed Incivility X Group Cohesion on Organizational Commitment 
6 . 0 0 - Group Cohesion 
• • • • " l o w 
Observed Incivility 
Hypothesis 4 states that employees who report high levels on both group 
identification and group cohesion will have the worst outcomes when observing incivility 
compared to other employees. A significant three-way interaction was found between 
observed incivility, group identification, and group cohesion on job satisfaction after 
controlling for personal incivility and negative affectivity (standardized [3 = -.29, p < .05). 
However, the pattern of this interaction was opposite to the one predicted. This 
interaction is displayed in Figures 2 and 3. There were no other significant three-way 
interactions (See Table 2). 
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Figure 2 shows that employees who report high levels of group identification and 
group cohesion are unaffected by observing acts of incivility. However, employees who 
report high group identification and low group cohesion have lower job satisfaction when 
they have observed incivility. 
Figure 2: Observed Incivility X Group Cohesion Interaction on Job Satisfaction for 
Employees High on Group Identification 
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Observed Incivility 
Figure 3 shows that group members with low group cohesion and low group 
identification showed less job satisfaction than group members with high group cohesion 
and high group identification, or employees with low group cohesion and high group 
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identification (See Figure 1). Members who reported low group identification and high 
group cohesion have the lowest job satisfaction of any other employees. Thus, in contrast 
to Hypothesis 4, employees with high group identification and high group cohesion were 
unaffected by observing incivility in their workgroup, and employees low on group 
identification and high on group cohesion were the most negatively affected. 
Figure 3: Observed Incivility X Group Cohesion Interaction on Job Satisfaction for 
Employees Low on Group Identification 
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In sum, results show that observing rude, discourteous behavior directed toward 
coworkers in one's workgroup is related to negative consequences for observers. 
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Observed incivility was related to more intentions to quit and lower organizational 
commitment for employees high on group cohesion. In addition, employees who observe 
incivility and who perceive their workgroup as highly cohesive, but who are low on 
group identification, were particularly less satisfied with their jobs. 
Discussion 
Theoretical and empirical research suggests that workplace incivility can 
negatively affect people who personally experience it as well as non-targets or observers 
(Andersson & Pearson, 1999). For example, Pearson et al. (2001) argued that uncivil 
actions in the workplace can be perceived by the instigator, target, external parties, or any 
combination of these participants. However, most research conducted on workplace 
incivility to date has examined the relationship between personally experienced incivility 
and an assortment of outcomes (Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Cortina et al., 2001; 
Pearson et al., 2000). This research has shown that employees are negatively affected by 
personally experiencing incivility. Miner-Rubino and Cortina (2004) expanded this work 
by examining how observed incivility toward women affects job outcomes and found that 
observing rude, condescending behavior toward women at work has an adverse impact on 
all employees, not just women. The purpose of the present study was to examine how 
observed incivility toward a co-worker in an employees' workgroup could affect job 
outcomes. I also examined the possible moderating role that group identification and 
group cohesion might play in this relationship. 
Results both confirmed and disconfirmed the hypotheses. Results showed that 
observed incivility had a direct effect on intentions to quit after controlling for personal 
incivility and negative affectivity, consistent with the hypotheses. This finding is 
consistent with Miner-Rubino and Cortina's (2004) study showing that the more 
employees observe rude behavior toward women, the more negative consequences they 
experience. However, Miner-Rubino and Cortina's (2004) research dealt with uncivil acts 
directed specifically toward women. The present research also accounts for incivility 
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directed toward men, an important expansion of past research. Additionally, the results 
from these analyses are congruent with a study that found an increase in organizational 
withdrawal from indirect exposure to other forms of mistreatment (Glomb et al., 1997). 
Results are also consistent with Andersson and Pearson's (1999) theoretical work 
on incivility. They predicted that observed incivility can have negative effects on 
employees, such as turnover. Also consistent with hypotheses, results showed that group 
cohesion moderated the relationship between observed incivility and organizational 
commitment. This finding suggests that observing incivility at work could especially 
negatively affect an individual's commitment to his or her work organization, especially 
for employees with a strong emotional connection to their workgroup. Because group 
cohesion is an affective construct concerning a group member's emotional connection to 
his or her group, it does make sense that employees high in group cohesion would also be 
more aware of and in tune with their emotional attachment to the organization itself. 
Finally, results showed that group identification and group cohesion together 
moderated the relationship between observed incivility and job satisfaction which 
partially confirmed the hypotheses. I predicted that group members who reported high 
group identification and high group cohesion would be the most negatively affected by 
observing rude and uncivil behavior. However, these employees were unaffected by 
observing incivility in their workgroup; whether they witnessed rude behavior toward co-
workers or not had little effect on how satisfied they were with their job. Instead, the 
most affected employee was one who reported a low cognitive connection with his/her 
group, but a high emotional connection with that group. One possibility for this finding is 
that those who are highly identified, in both group identification and cohesion, may have 
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some sort of group byproduct or phenomenon beneath the surface of their workgroups. It 
may be that these highly identified, highly enmeshed individuals are able to ignore 
incivility or even discount the underlying meanings of uncivil acts between group 
members. Another possibility is that highly identified, highly cohesive group members 
may exchange banter so often that when uncivil acts are imposed on others, it is seen as 
harmless or in a joking manner. Because employees who have high group cohesion are 
more emotionally tied to the group, it could be that employees with high group cohesion 
and low group identification (who had the worst outcome on job satisfaction when 
observing incivility) could be reacting emotionally or taking the uncivil acts personally, 
while those who have more of a cognitive connection with their group may be more apt 
to keep emotion out of interpreting acts of incivility. Overall, results are consistent with 
the incivility theory proposed by Andersson and Pearson (1999), suggesting observing 
incivility can lead to negative consequences for employees. 
Future Research 
Although this study addresses some moderators of the relationship between 
observed incivility and job outcomes (a previously neglected area in the incivility 
literature), many gaps still remain. One gap relates to some of the findings in the present 
study. For example, future work might examine why highly identified and cohesive 
individuals are not as affected by observing incivility. Addressing other group 
characteristics as underlying factors in how highly identified and cohesive group 
members react to acts of incivility could help increase our understanding of how 
incivility is experienced in workgroups. Thus, these findings open the door for other 
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possible moderators such as group norms, group conformity, group banter, or if 
enmeshed groups ignore incivility. 
Learning how individuals cope with observing incivility is another gap that needs 
to be addressed. Examining the coping mechanisms of those who experience or observe 
incivility could largely affect how organizations deal with employees who do not readily 
have the tools to cope with incivility on their own. Perhaps people in groups, where 
members are highly identified with the group and group cohesion is high, cope by talking 
to other close members of the group, offsetting the negative effects of observed incivility. 
Future research might also address the role of third-order stakeholders in coping with 
incivility at work (Pearson & Porath, 2004). Third-order stakeholders are those who play 
a role in the cycle of incivility outside of the organization (e.g., family members). 
Pearson and Porath (2004) cite that 69% of targets tell their family what happened. 
Future research could also focus on the negative effects and the toll taken on those who 
are told about the acts of incivility that happen in the workplace. Indeed, Barling (1996) 
has already hypothesized that there are emotional consequences for those who vicariously 
experience (i.e., witnesses and others who merely hear about the mistreatment) negative 
incidents at work. 
Another gap of incivility research includes examining incivility and observed 
incivility as it relates to organizational costs. Cost could encompass many functions for 
the organization including lost productivity not only from the targets but also from 
witnesses and others who hear about the incivility. Future research might also assess 
whether lost productivity due to incivility at work is on purpose or unconscious, or the 
costs associated with legal issues due to uncivil behaviors. 
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An additional idea for future research examines possible differences in 
perceptions of uncivil behavior for Whites and other people of color. Considering that 
there are important social and cultural differences between people of different races or 
ethnic backgrounds, it could be that individuals of certain races may find some actions as 
less or more uncivil than individuals of other races. The race of the target, instigator and 
witness of incivility might be another important area for future research to address. For 
example, a person of color may be especially negatively affected when observing 
incivility directed toward another person of color, especially if the instigator is White. 
Future research should explore the role of race and ethnicity in personally experienced 
and observed experiences of incivility. 
Limitations 
Like most research, this study has some limitations. While I included 
organizational data from many concrete workgroup sites, using only one organization can 
lead to a lack of generalizability of the findings. My findings are probably most 
applicable to organizations with similar characteristics, such as those with clearly defined 
workgroups. Second, while these data were collected from a well-organized and 
established company, the sample size was small and limited. For example, most 
participants were White and from a particular geographic area. Because regions in 
America may differ in social and organizational norms, it could be difficult to generalize 
the results to other geographic areas. Additionally, because the sample size was small, it 
was difficult to detect patterns of relationships in the data. A third limitation of the study 
was that I relied on single source self report data, which always introduces the possibility 
of common method bias. Future studies could use organizational grievance reports, 
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performance ratings on individuals and workgroups, co-worker reports, subordinate 
reports, and supervisor reports. Using this information could alleviate some of the 
problems of using only one method and give a more accurate description of the 
organization and the true behavior its employees. 
Conclusions 
Observed incivility is a new facet to be considered under the umbrella theory of 
uncivil behavior in the workplace. Like past research, the present study suggests that 
observing incivility at work can adversely affect employees' job outcomes. Findings also 
suggest that characteristics of the workgroup - such as group identification and group 
cohesion - also play a role in this relationship. To help alleviate some of the negative 
consequences of incivility at work, organizational policies should emphasize respect 
among employees; such policies might improve interpersonal interactions with others, 
yielding better job outcomes for employees as a result. 
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Workplace Experience Survey 
Welcome to the Workplace Experience Survey! 
The purpose of this survey is to explore the importance of workgroups and coworker relations in 
employees' lives. We appreciate your participation and hope that this survey experience is interesting for 
you. 
We appreciate your cooperation, as it is very important to the success of this initiative. We emphasize that 
your responses are COMPLETELY ANONYMOUS. Nobody at your organization will ever see any of 
your responses. They will be stored at and analyzed by the researchers from Western Kentucky University. 
All information collected will remain anonymous to the extent provided by federal, state, and local law. 
Your organization will only receive anonymous summaries of survey responses, reported in the form of 
statistical averages and frequencies that combine people's data. YOU WILL NEVER BE IDENTIFIABLE 
in any report based on this survey. We recognize that some of the questions on this survey are personal, and 
we want you to be confident that your privacy will be protected. 
Your anonymity is guaranteed by the data collection process. Each envelope and enclosed survey contains 
a color code. Every person in your group will have the same color code. The researcher will not be aware 
of the color code you have received and will only sort the surveys by this color code. To show appreciation 
for your time and participation, all employees who return a survey will be eligible to enter into a drawing 
for a $50 gift certificate to Target. You may choose to enter the drawing for the $50 gift certificate by 
filling out the name card and returning it to the researcher via mail (with the enclosed separate envelope). 
Only fill out the name card if you have completed this survey and returned it. 
As a research participant you have certain rights. For example, you should know that you have the right to 
not fill out this survey, and you may skip any question that makes you uncomfortable. Also, you may 
withdraw from the study at any time without any consequences. Your return of this survey will act as your 
consent to participate in this study and that you understand your rights. We certainly hope that you will 
complete the survey with your most thoughtful and honest answers, whatever these may be. 
If you have any questions about this survey, please contact Catharine Tate at Catharine.tate@wku.edu or 
(615) 497-8708 or Dr. Kathi Miner-Rubino at kathi.miner-rubino@wku.edu or (270) 745-6390. 
This project has been reviewed and approved by the Western Kentucky University Human Subjects Review 
Board. Should you have questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Dr. Phillip 
Myers, Human Protections Administrator at (270) 745-4652 or Phillip.mvers@wku.edu. You may also 
reach him at the Office of Sponsored Programs, 106 Foundation Building, Western Kentucky University, 1 
Big Red Way, Bowling Green, KY 42101. 
This survey will take about 10-15 minutes to complete. When you are done, please mail it to the 
researchers, with the enclosed stamped envelope. Also, for a chance to receive a $50 gift certificate, please 
mail the name card with the appropriate stamped envelope. (If you do not have this envelope, please email 
Catharine.tate@wku.edu) 
Thank you for participating in this important project! 
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|BACKGROUND| 
1. Age: 
2. Sex: ( ) Male ( ) Female 
3. Ethnic heritage you most likely identify with (choose one): 
( ) Black, African, or African American 
( ) Hispanic or Hispanic American 
( ) White, European, or European American 
( ) Other (please specify) 
4. What is your highest level of education? 
( ) Less than high school diploma 
( ) High school diploma or GED 
( ) Some college 
( ) Graduated from college 
( ) Some graduate school 
( ) Graduate or professional degree 
IYOUR WORK 
5. About how many hours do you work per week? 
6. How long have you worked for Freeman Webb Company (FWC)? Years (Please 
round to the nearest year. To indicate less than 6 months, enter 0.) 
7. Are the people you work with during a normal workday (including maintenance and 
office employees): 
( ) Almost all men 
( ) More men than women 
( ) About equal numbers of men and women 
( ) More women than men 
( ) Almost all women 
8. What is your position at the property site? 
( ) Property Manager 
( ) Assistant Manager 
( ) Leasing Consultant 
( ) Maintenance 
( ) Other 
36 
9. Please rate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements about your 
job. 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
a) All in all, I am satisfied with my job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) FWC is sincere in its 
attempt to meet the employees' 
point of view 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) I often think about quitting this job 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) I would be very happy to spend the 
rest of my life with FWC 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) Managers at FWC seem to do 
an efficient job 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f) FWC strongly considers my goals 
and values 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g) It would be very hard for me to leave 
FWC right now, even if 1 wanted to 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h) FWC values my contribution to its 
well-being 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
i) I feel quite confident that FWC 
will always treat me fairly 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
j) I do not feel a strong sense of belonging 
to FWC 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
k) In general, I like working here 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1) FWC can be trusted to make sensible 
decisions for the organization's future 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
m) FWC has a great deal of personal 
meaning to me 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
n) FWC really cares about my well-being 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
a) I always find new and interesting 
aspects in my work 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) There are days that I already feel tired 
before I go to work 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) I can stand the pressure of my work 
well 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) Lately, I tend to think less during my 
work and just execute it mechanically 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
f) After my work, I usually have enough 
energy for leisure activities 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g) During my work, I often feel emotionally 
drained 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements? 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
h) After work, I usually feel worn out and 
weary 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
i) I get more and more engaged in my 
work 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
j ) When I work, I usually feel energized 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
k) I cannot imagine another occupation 
for myself 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
11. What is your JOB like MOST OF 
THE TIME? For each word or Phrase, 
circle "yes" if the word describes your 
job, "no" if it doesn't, and "?" if you 
can't decide. 
a) Irritating No ? Yes 
b) Under Control No ? Yes 
c) Overwhelming No ? Yes 
c) Relaxed No ? Yes 
d) Pressured No ? Yes 
e) Calm No ? Yes 
f) Hectic No ? Yes 
g) Comfortable No ? Yes 
h) Hassled No ? Yes 
i) Many things 
stressful 
No ? Yes 
12. What is your WORKPLACE like MOST OF 
THE TIME? 
a) Employees are praised for 
good work 
No ? Yes 
b) Employees' suggestions are 
ignored 
No ? Yes 
c) Coworkers put each other No ? Yes 
down 
d) Employees are treated with No ? Yes 
respect 
e) Employees are treated fairly No ? Yes 
f) Coworkers help each other No ? Yes 
out 
g) Employees' hard work is 
appreciated 
No ? Yes 
h) Coworkers treat each other No ? Yes 
with respect 
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|YOUR LIFE IN GENERAL! 
13. During the PAST MONTH, indicate the frequency with which someone. . . 
all twice a week times a 
Not at 
every 
Once or About once 
a week 
Several 
day 
About 
day 
a) Let you know that he/she will 0 1 2 3 4 
be around if you need assistance 
b) Expressed interest and concern in 
your well-being 
0 1 2 3 4 
c) Listened to you talk about your 
private feelings 
0 1 2 3 4 
d) Told you that he/she feels very 
close to you 
0 1 2 3 4 
e) Told you that you are OK the way 0 1 2 3 4 
are 
14. During the PAST WEEK, have you been distressed by . . . 
Not at 
All 
A little Moderately 
bit 
Quite a 
bit 
Extremely 
a) Nervousness or shakiness inside 0 1 2 3 4 
b) Feel easily annoyed or irritated 0 1 2 3 4 
d) Suddenly scared for no reason 0 1 2 3 4 
e) Temper outbursts that you could 
not control 
0 1 2 3 4 
f) Feeling lonely 0 1 2 3 4 
g) Feeling tense or keyed up 0 1 2 3 4 
h) Feeling blue 0 1 2 3 4 
i) Feeling no interest in things 0 1 2 3 4 
j ) Feeling fearful 0 1 2 3 4 
k) Spells of terror or panic 0 1 2 3 4 
1) Feeling hopeless about the future 0 1 2 3 4 
m) Getting into frequent arguments 0 1 2 3 4 
n) Feeling so restless you couldn' t sit still 0 1 2 3 4 
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15. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Disagree Somewhat 
Disagree 
Neutral Somewhat 
Agree 
Agree Strongly 
Agree 
a) I always look on the 
bright side of things 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) I 'm always optimistic 
about my future 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) I hardly ever expect 
things to go my way 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
16. In the past month, on how many days have you... 
a. Been ill (e.g., cold, flu, etc.)? 
b. Seen a medical doctor? 
c. Missed work due to an illness? 
[EXPERIENCES OF THE WORKPLACE ENVIRONMENT! 
17. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements, in regard to your 
W O R K G R O U P (workgroup includes on site manager, assistant manager, leasing consultant, and 
maintenance workers as it applies). 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
a) It is important to me that others 
think highly of my workgroup 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
b) It is important to me that others do not 
criticize my workgroup 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
c) It is important to me that my workgroup 
is successful 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
d) It is important to me that I am a 
member of my workgroup 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
e) It is important to me that my workgroup 
is acknowledged for its success 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
0 In my workgroup, there is a lot 
of team spirit among the members 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
g) In my workgroup, group members know 
they can depend on each other 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
h) In my workgroup, groups members stand 
up for one another 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
i) In my workgroup, individuals pitch in to 
help one another 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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17. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements, in regard to your 
W O R K G R O U P (workgroup includes on site manager, assistant manager, leasing consultant, and 
maintenance workers as it applies). 
Strongly Disagree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Agree Strongly 
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree 
j) In my workgroup, group members take 1 
interest in one another 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
k) In my workgroup, group members regard 1 
each other as friends 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
1) In my workgroup, group members are 1 
very cooperative with one another 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
m) In my workgroup, group members 1 
work as a team 
2 3 4 5 6 7 
18. During the PAST YEAR, has any one (including on site manager, assistant manager, leasing 
consultants, and maintenance workers as it applies) in your property site group: 
Never Once or More than 
twice once or 
twice 
a) Put you down or been condescending to you 0 1 2+ 
b) Made insulting or disrespectful remarks to you 0 1 2+ 
c) Made jokes at your expense 0 1 ' 2+ 
d) Interrupted or spoke over you 0 1 2+ 
e) Ignored you or failed to speak to you 
(for example, "the silent treatment") 
0 1 2+ 
0 Yelled, shouted, or swore at you 0 1 2+ 
g) Given you hostile looks, stares, or sneers 0 1 2+ 
h) Addressed you inappropriately or unprofessionally 0 1 2+ 
i) Physically threatened or intimidated you 0 1 2+ 
19. During the PAST YEAR, have you OBSERVED any one (including on site manager, 
assistant manager, leasing consultants, and maintenance workers as it applies) in your property 
site group: 
Never Once or More than 
twice once or 
twice 
a) Put down or been condescending to another 
person in your group 
0 1 2+ 
b) Make insulting or disrespectful remarks to 
another person in your group 
0 1 2+ 
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19. During the PAST YEAR, have you OBSERVED any one (including on site manager, 
assistant manager, leasing consultants, and maintenance workers as it applies) in your property 
site group: 
Never Once or 
twice 
twice 
More than 
once or 
C) Make jokes at the expense of another person 
in your group 
0 1 2 + 
d) Interrupt or speak over another person 
in your group 
0 1 2 + 
e) Ignore another person in your group 0 1 2 + 
f) Give another person in your group hostile looks, 
stares, or sneers 
0 1 2 + 
g) Address another person in your group inappropriately 
or unprofessional ly 
0 1 2 + 
If you are interested in entering the drawing for a $50 Gift Certificate to Target, please fill out 
the name card and return it separately in the stamped envelope provided. 
Thank you for participating in this important project! 
